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The distinguished Swedish economist, Gunnar Myrdal, once commented ruefully on the failure of social scientists in general and economists in particular to apply the methods of social science to themselves. Why was it, he asked, that they so seldom bothered to ask the sort of questions about their own activities and behavior that sociologists and anthropologists usually asked about tribes and societies remote from the world of the present, either in distance or in time? Why did it apparently never occur to them to investigate the priority given in social science to some issues above others? Why did certain questions absorb the interest of a whole generation or school of academics while others, just as intrinsically puzzling, went unnoticed? Why did academics accept some underlying assumptions, while questioning others? In economics, particularly, the conventional literature taught in thousands of graduate and undergraduate courses shows that most economists tacitly share certain fundamental assumptions about the rationality of buyers and sellers in the marketplace, or about the easy availability of information regarding supply and demand that happen to be convenient for economic argument but which do not always accord with everyday experience. 1 Myrdal's injunction, which could be summarized in the command, "Physician, diagnose thyself!" applies equally to the study of international relations and international political economy. I shall argue that it is high time indeed that we pay much more attention to the sociology of international studies, and especially to the reasons why one particular myth-that of America's lost hegemony-took root so strongly in the United States academic community about fifteen years ago and why it has been so generally and unquestioningly accepted since-so much so that it has even gained An earlier version of this article was presented to the 30th Annual Conference of the Japan Association of Intemnational Relations in Tokyo, October 1986. Helpful comments and suggestions have come from, among others, Steve Krasner, Lars Mj0set, Richard DeAngelis, Jesper CGrolin and two anonymous reviewers for this journal. credence in the world beyond North America. I do so because history seems to show that some speciously attractive myths can be extremely powerful, persistent, and dangerous. Think only of the belief that certain old women had supernatural powers and could cast magic spells or put the Evil Eye on people, or the myth that eating an enemy made one strong and virile. Or, thinking again of virility, consider the consequences for wildlife of the pathetic, but still persistent, myth that rhinoceros horn was an aphrodisiac.
More recently, there have been no less destructive myths of a more political nature-invented, perhaps, but none the less powerful-for example, that German-speaking people came from a distinct Aryan race; or that Iranian boy-soldiers who undertook suicide missions for their country would go straight to heaven.
In its extreme form, the myth that the United States today is just a little old country much like any other and has, in some sudden and miraculous way, lost its hegemonic power may seem more plausible than do some of these other myths. But when it is subjected to close and searching scrutiny, it is just as far from truth. And unless cool and rational analysis undermines its power to move minds and shape attitudes, it can be every bit as dangerous. In living memory, the optimism of the United States gave Americans and others a vision of a new, better and attainable future for the world; today, the myth of lost hegemony is apt to induce in everybody only pessimism, despair, and the conviction that, in these inauspicious circumstances, the only thing to do is to ignore everyone else and look after your own individual or national interests. Thus, some of the same American contributors to International Organization who are personally persuaded of the benefits of more international cooperation and conflict resolution, may paradoxically be contributing to a less cooperative environment by subscribing to and perpetuating the myth of lost American power. Two other fashionable academic notions which have gained rapid popularity, especially in the United States, have multiplied its power and influence.
One is the notion, derived from the theory of public goods, that we can explain the lack of international economic cooperation by applying the theory to the behavior of states in conditions of dispersed political power. And the other is the notion-now, I would guess, at the very peak of academic fashion-that Game Theory can be usefully applied to an analysis of state policies in the face of common transnational social and economic problems, including everything from the control of banking to the stabilization of oil prices. When combined with the conviction that the United States has permanently lost its powers of leadership, both fashionable notions offer a speciously convincing explanation-even an excuse-for the present lack of international cooperation and feebleness of international organizations.2 Es-Lost hegemony 553 pecially in Game Theory, facts are ignored or overlooked; it is all the easier because the vulgar representations of Game Theory habitually deal with situations in which the "players" are engaged in one game at a time; in which the players are limited to two, or some quite small number; and in which the game is played in vacuo and the players are motivated by precise and singular goals. These situations are the very opposite of the reality of international political economy, in which the players (including "bit players") are engaged simultaneously in a whole series of bargaining games, some domestic and some international, and are motivated by a complex and shifting tapestry of interacting, sometimes contradictory, motivations.
For present purposes, however, I shall confine myself to a critical examination of the two politically important propositions regarding hegemony that these theories supposedly sustain and explain. These are that the United States has lost its hegemonic power over the system, and that this loss is a major reason for the instability and aimlessness of the international political economy. This examination will require attention on the origins of these propositions, a testing of the historical evidence for hegemonic stability theory, and, finally, some discussion of the nature and exercise of power on which the theory implicitly rests. Such assumptions are crucial to explanatory theory because the outcomes in an international society that has no legitimate, overriding authority are necessarily determined by relationships of power and far less by law, custom, or social convention than is the case within national societies.
Contrary to conventional American wisdom, I shall argue that my critique of hegemonic stability theory leads to five quite important concluding propositions. These are:
* The great game of states has changed over the last quarter-century in a very fundamental way, for reasons that are primarily economic, not primarily political.
* In this new great game of states, structural power decides outcomes (both positive and negative) much more than relational power does, and the United States' structural power has, on balance, increased.
* There has always been an inherent conflict in U.S. foreign policy between its goals of liberalism for the pursuit of its commercial and financial interests and the exigencies of realism in the pursuit of political and military national interests. Now, in a world depression, perceptions of U.S. national interests are more apt to be perceived in terms of the short run than of the long, so that "realism," "unilat-D. Snidal, "Hegemonic Stability Theory Revisited," International Organization 39 (Autumn  1985) . He follows a comprehensive review of the theory with the cautious verdict that game theory is "a useful beginning rather than a reliable conclusion."
eralism," or "domesticism" in U.S. policy is now much more evident than liberal internationalism.3 * The use of hegemonic structural power in ways that are destructive of international order and cooperation has been an important cause of world economic instability and continuing crisis.
* A necessary condition, therefore, for greater stability and cooperation lie within the United States, rather than in the institutions and mechanisms of international cooperation.
These conclusions support, though on somewhat different grounds, arguments made by Bruce Russett, Giovanni Arrighi, and Stephen Gill.4
Origins
The theories I shall challenge do not constitute a single body of homogeneous or consistent ideas. Rather, they are a bundle of concepts and explanations centering around the notion of the role of the hegemon or leader, the dominant state in an international system, and the connection between the hegemon and the stability of that system. First of all, the concept of hegemony is loose and ambiguous regarding both its attributes and its application. Opinions differ as to how you can recognize a hegemon, and on how hegemons use their power.
Many contributions to the literature have chosen indicators that are either irrelevant (monetary reserves, trade as a proportion of GNP) or imprecise (share of world trade, share of world GNP, production of raw materials or manufactures). Russett has usefully made the valid distinction between a state's power base and its control over outcomes.5 It follows that while one may look for quantitative indicators of the former, control over outcomes can only be inferred from historical evidence-a more difficult task. Hegemonic stability theory, as it is referred to, has been advanced both as a general law applicable to widely separated periods of world history and as a specific explanation for the difficulties of our own times. The theory takes two forms: a "strong" version, which says that a hegemon will produce order 3. "Domesticism" is the term used by Henry Nau in his exchange with Fred Bergsten, "The State of the Debate: Reagonomics," Foreign Policy 59 (Summer 1985) . "Unilateralism" is used by Pat Sewell in "The Congenital Unilateralism and Adaptation of American Academics," paper presented at the annual conference of the American Political Science Association, Sep- Lost hegemony 555
and stability in the world-and, more specifically, order and stability in an interdependent world economy-when it uses its power to enforce order on others; and a "weak" version, which says that hegemonic power is a necessary, but not always a sufficient, condition for order. In other words, the presence or absence of a hegemon only partially answers why order and stability have prevailed at some times in the international economic system and disorder and instability at others.
One reason is that we have not clearly understood the alternative ways hegemons exercise power and the alternative uses to which their power may be put. Duncan Snidal has made the useful distinction between hegemony that is beneficent (that is, exercised by example and persuasion); hegemony that is beneficent but exercised by coercion; and hegemony that is coercive and exploitative.6 Russett concludes that the United States at its hegemonic peak did use coercive power to exploit the system, but it also beneficently paid some of the costs to bring about postwar economic prosperity. The notion that international "regimes" sustain order has also been associated with the role of the hegemon. These regimes are more than the international Friedman and Schwarz had heavily emphasized the weaknesses of U.S.
monetary regulation (as in the freedom to deal in shares on margin) and the argued, conferred special benefits on certain social and economic groups, which consequently developed a natural resistance to change and a preference for the comfort of their familiar privileges. A kind of economic and social sclerosis was thus apt to set in, clogging the arteries and fatally delaying adaptive change. This would explain why the former hegemon lost, first, its economic leadership, and then its political power, to rivals unencumbered with the same coalition of conservative, self-preserving interests; the successful rivals were therefore in a better position to take advantage of technological advances and the changing demands of the market. Today, there are variants of hegemonic theory to suit most political tastes. For American radicals, Immanuel Wallerstein has developed an alternative general theory of hegemonic rise and decline, building on foundations laid in his large study, The Modern World System (itself following the trail blazed by Fernand Braudel).17 In a series of essays entitled The Capitalist World Economy, Wallerstein usefully defines hegemony to mean more than military predominance or capturing the largest share of the world market, yet less than total omnipotence, which he rightly says cannot exist in an interstate system. Hegemony, he asserts, refers to:
... that situation in which the ongoing rivalry between the so-called 'great powers' is so unbalanced that one power is truly primus inter pares; that is, one power can largely impose its rules and its wishes (at the very least by effective veto power) in the economic, political, military, diplomatic and even cultural arenas.
That power has a simultaneous edge in efficiency in agro-industrial production, in commerce and in finance so great "that all allied powers are de facto client states and opposed major powers feel relatively frustrated and highly defensive vis-a-vis the hegemonic power." 18 In Wallerstein's historical perspective, hegemonic power was exercised on three occasions in the modern world system: by the United Provinces in the mid-17th century, by Britain in the 19th, and by the United States in the 20th centuries. In each case, there was a short period in which the hegemon had an edge over all others in all three fields of economic endeavor. In each case, the hegemony was secured by a thirty-year war; and hegemonic decline eroded the alliance system which the hegemon had created.
Meanwhile, for American realists, Stephen Krasner followed Gilpin, closely connecting hegemonic decline and the collapse or disintegration of international "regimes." At their peak, hegemons use their power to build frameworks of acceptable rules, institutions, and customary usages that will maintain economic order in money and trade. But as their influence declines, their appetite for international economic order also wanes and they are more concerned with their own particular national interest. 19
The conclusion reached via these post-hegemonic interpretations of re- first, the proposition that the United States has lost power in and over the system; and secondly, the proposition that this reason accounts for the disorders in the system. Russett has asserted that the decline of American power, like the premature reports of Mark Twain's death, has been greatly exaggerated.22 David Calleo argues in The Imperious Economy that the general disorder was not so much attributable to a decline in American power as it was to the persistent attempt of successive U.S. administrations since
Eisenhower to get a quart out of a pint pot, that is, to finance both military supremacy and national welfare programs with inadequate budgetary resources.23 Similarly, Henry Nau argued that it was the "domesticist" tendency in U.S. policymaking that was the root of the global troubles, rather than the decline of American hegemonic power.24
But these minority views have been drowned out by the rest. This is the more surprising since the last few years have seen a small but steady stream of journal articles published in the United States, many of them by younger American scholars, who have tried to test the historical validity of hegemonic stability theory as a general law or axiom of the international system.
Their conclusions for the most part have thrown grave doubts on the basic assumptions of the theory.
The record of history
One basic assumption of this literature is that hegemonic powers at their peak of strength and economic leadership are liberal by inclination. The second is that the system benefited because they were able to influence others to be more liberal than they otherwise would have been. The evidence of postwar history on the basic assumptions of both weak and strong hegemonic stability theory is just as damaging. It is not hard to
show that the United States (like Britain before it) has not consistently pursued liberal objectives, nor has it successfully persuaded others to join that pursuit.
In the late 1940s, the United States Senate refused to ratify the Havana Charter so persistently that the Truman administration was obliged to settle for the less extensive regime contained in the GATT. And later, in the mid1950s, the United States used the agreement's waiver clause to exempt agricultural trade from the processes of multilateral tariff bargaining, thus protecting American farmers from the lower-cost competition of Argentinian beef, New Zealand wool and lamb, Caribbean sugar and citrus, and various other products.
While the Havana Charter was being negotiated, the United States took an initiative-in the Truman Declaration on the continental shelf-extending state jurisdiction, which was far from liberal. This declaration was the first step in a process of maritime enclosure, and was quickly copied by Latin American governments to extend their fishing rights to the same 200-mile limit that the Americans had declared within their jurisdiction for oil exploration. The Soviet Union, the European Community, and every other In short, it is hard to see American liberalism in the twenty-five years after World War II as a genuine doctrine rather than as an ideology, that is, a doctrine to be used when it was convenient and fitted the current perception of the national interest and one to be overlooked and forgotten when it did not. Moreover, if it were a genuine doctrine, it is hard to explain why it should have been quite so summarily abandoned in the space of about five years between 1968 and 1973. The British bureaucracy, by contrast, had clung to the liberal doctrines in which they had been brought up long after British economic dominance had faded away even in finance, let alone in manufacturing and in agriculture.34 The decline of American hegemony could hardly have been so steep that it brought a fundamental shift in the Liberalism in trade, I would argue, both as an attribute of hegemonic power and as a contributing factor to world economic growth and stability, has been much less important than Kindleberger's other two attributes of hegemony-the outflow of capital for investment and the provision of a stable international currency supported by discounting (that is, lender of last resort) facilities in times of financial crisis. The influence of hegemonic power on the trade policies of other states in the 19th century was at best very marginal. It had singularly little effect on the Austro-Hungarian Empire, or on the Turkish and the Tsarist empires, and precious little on the United States. Far more important, perhaps, were the statutory restrictions on the power of every British government from the Bank Charter Act of 1844 up to 1914 to pay its debts by printing money. The result was that relative prices in international trade were little affected by changes in the purchasing power of the currency in which bills of exchange were mostly denominated. Confidence in the value of money, in the political stability of Britain, and in the continued outflow of British capital provided other countries (like Japan) with the necessary confidence to pursue economic growth. The shorter period of American hegemony, though it began with confidence in the same three important factors, proved much more short-lived. It was strongly marked first by acute dollar shortage, soon followed by dollar glut, and in the last fifteen years, by a rapid depreciation of the dollar followed by an equally rapid appreciation. This depreciation resulted from policies producing a credit expansion that was geared, not to trade as in the 19th-century British system, but to bank lending through the uncontrolled Euromarket system. The uncertainty produced by such monetary volatility has provided a powerful incentive for banks and other financial institutions to develop new instruments and operations that shift the consequent risk on to others.
But the shift, in turn, has served to complicate and frustrate the efforts of governments to manage so rapidly changing a financial system.35
Power and wealth
Another important point concerns the divergence between the reality of international relations and its biased representation in hegemonic stability theories. They make the unspoken assumption that there is not much significant difference between the world economy of the 19th century, in which Britain was the economic leader (first in industry, later in commerce and finance), and the world economy of our own times, in which the United States 35. S. Strange, Casino Capitalism (London: Blackwell, 1986).
is the economic leader. But there are very important differences. While many texts on international relations still portray the international system of sovereign states-or rather, of states claiming still to be sovereign-as a permanent feature, its economic environment has already substantially changed, and will continue to change in the future.
Economic changes integrating national societies with each other are bringing political changes. The nature of the competitive game between states is not what it was. Instead of competing for territory (because land was the prime source of wealth, and therefore wealth and political power for the state could be achieved through control over territory), states are now engaged increasingly in a different competitive game: they are competing for world market shares as the surest means to greater wealth and therefore greater economic security. True, some military security, however provided, is often a necessary condition for economic security. But with today's costly and fast-changing technologies, economic security can no longer be assured by producing for, and selling on, national markets alone. The LDCs who tried import-substitution as a development strategy found this out the hard way. The most successful industrialized countries, too, have been those who have been able to gain, and keep, a larger share of the world market for goods or services, or both. This truth has been obscured for the United States because, in many sectors, the U.S. domestic market was so much larger than other national markets and formed such a large part, by itself, of the world market. In the 1950s and 1960s, moreover, U.S. industry was often the beneficiary of U.S. defense spending. Contracts for the U.S. Defense Department helped companies develop new high-technology products, like computers and integrated circuits, with no downside risks.36 By the 1980s, it became more uncertain whether technologies developed for military purposes will be so easily adapted to civilian markets, so that the opportunity costs of diverting corporate research efforts may in future be greater than the spillover benefits for U.S. industry.
States, like Japan, which started without the benefits of such defense contracts, were obliged to find other means to apply existing technology and to finance the development of new technology so that national enterprises could enlarge their market shares and adapt flexibly to changing world market conditions. If this analysis of change in the international system is broadly correct, then it follows that, in the new competitive game between states it is not relational power-described in conventional realist textbooks as the power of A to get B to do something it would not otherwise do-but structural power that counts. It is this power that, I shall argue, the United States still overwhelmingly possesses, and I shall now turn to a brief description of that structural power. Structural power is to be found, not in a single structure, but rather in four separate but interrelated structures. They are like the four sides of a pyramid. Each is held up and supported by the other three. These four structures are not peculiar to the global political economy or world system. The sources of superior structural power are the same in very small human groups, like the family, or a remote and isolated village community, as they are in the world at large. In each of these, structural power lies: * with the person or group able to exercise control over-that is, to threaten or to defend, to deny or to increase-other people's security from violence;
* with those able to control the system of production of goods and services;
* with those able to determine the structure of finance and credit through which (in all but the most primitive economies) it is possible to acquire purchasing power without having either to work or to trade it;
* with those who have most influence over knowledge, whether it is technical knowledge, religious knowledge, or leadership in ideas, and who control or influence the acquisition, communication, and storage of knowledge and information.
This breakdown of the components of structural power is only common sense. But it is often obscured by theoretical discussions about the nature of the state or of power that are either far too abstract or far too narrow.
Structural power has four aspects, each reinforcing or detracting from the other three. In the international political economy, all four are important, and the state which is dominant in most aspects of structural power is the most powerful.
Take, first, power in the security structure. So long as the possibility of violent conflict threatens personal security, the state which offers protection against that threat exercises power-and does so even though the same defense force that gives protection may itself be something of a threat to security. Today, as in the past three decades, the United States controls the only force of intercontinental missiles carrying nuclear warheads that are any sort of a match for the corresponding force controlled from Moscow.
Soviet power in the security structure was once inferior, and is now roughly equal. But among the other countries involved in the NATO alliance, the United States is still pre-eminent, as Table 1 shows.
Not only are America's NATO allies so much weaker in nuclear weapons that they are dependent on U.S. protection, their dependence is increased by their inferiority to the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies in conventional weapons, especially on land and in the air. It need hardly be added that Japan is a negligible force in terms of armaments; it is inferior even to South Korea. And it is this fundamental asymmetry in the security structure of the non-communist world that is often and easily overlooked in contemporary discussion of international economic issues. Always in the background, there is the contrast between the provision of security by the United States defense forces and the dependence of its partners upon them. The preponderant power of the United States in the security structure operates on land, at sea, in the air, and (most markedly) in space. There is no comparison between such a universal basic force and the very limited naval preponderance which was the main backing to British economic power in the earlier period of supposed hegemony.
Almost as important is the continued domination by the United States of the world's production structure. Who decides who shall produce what, how and with what reward, has always been almost as fundamental a question in political economy as who decides what defense shall be offered against security threats. Some American analysts' choice of indicators has misled them into thinking that their country is suffering economic decline. It is not the share of industrial manufactured products made in the United States nor the share of U.S. exports of manufactures to world markets that counts. We should look instead at the proportion of total world production of goods and services produced: a) in the United States, and b) by enterprises ultimately headquartered in the United States and responsible to the government in Broken down into categories, we see from Table 2 that, while the U.S.
shares of basic products (including steel, chemicals, paper) and consumer goods have declined between 1970 and 1980, the U.S. share of high technology products is actually larger. And, it is estimated that this share will more than double the 1970 level by 1990. Similarly, American service industries will hold their share-50 per cent or more-of the whole world market. In short, a perusal of any list of the top 100, 500, or 1,000 corporations producing for a world market will quickly bear out the contention that the decision-making power over the world's production structure still lies, not in Europe or Japan, but in the United States. Of the leading 300 enterprises in the world, 142 are U.S.-based.
One reason for this dominance over production is that the United States provided the first large mass market for manufactured consumer goods. The laws and policies of U.S. governments therefore shaped the corporations that first exploited that market. They then discovered the managerial techniques for controlling international networks of foreign subsidiaries. The mode of operations and the mores of today's business world were first made in America; developments in the United States still influence it more than developments anywhere else.40
The third leg of American structural power is almost as important.
America has the ability to control the supply and availability of credit denominated in dollars, and thus to exert predominant influence for good or ill over the creation of credit in the world's monetary system. In this respect, the conventional indicators are all turned upside down. How much gold and foreign exchange the U.S. government holds compared to Germany or Japan is beside the point when the United States is the only government capable of creating dollar assets that are accepted and saleable worldwide. In some sense, a financial system largely operating in dollars has no need of reserves.41 In most countries, whether the balance-of-payments is in surplus or 39. A common mistake is to suppose the oil companies ever entirely dominated the market in that they set oil prices, or that they lost power when OPEC, in alliance with the market, briefly did so. The oil companies' prime purpose is profit, and in making profits out of oil. U.S. companies still lead. deficit indicates the strength or weakness of its financial position. With the United States, the exact converse can be true. Indeed, to run a persistent deficit for a quarter of a century with impunity indicates not American weakness, but rather American power in the system. To decide one August morning that dollars can no longer be converted into gold was a progression from exorbitant privilege to super-exorbitant privilege; the U.S. government was exercising the unconstrained right to print money that others could not (save at unacceptable cost) refuse to accept in payment. And in the period 1973-1983, when the dollar-deutschmark exchange rate became even more volatile, the power to decide whether or when central banks should intervene to check market trends rested solely with the United States. West Germany alone was powerless. The asymmetry was quite striking, just as it was later in the 1980s for the dollar-yen exchange rate.42
The significance of the dollar's predominance has also been well illustrated by the experience of Third World and Eastern European debt in the 1980s. American banks were foremost in lending to Latin America and were bailed out; German banks were foremost in lending to Poland and were not. The great majority of foreign bank loans were denominated in dollars. When first Mexico, then Brazil, Argentina, and the rest were unable to service their debt, the United States possessed two weapons more powerful than those of any other government: it could make advances in dollars to meet an emergency; and it could twist the arms of the largest and most influential banks in the system to follow its example with renewed medium-term credit. The evidence of American domination of the world's financial system is plentiful enough. Not only were banks in the United States responsible for the lion's share of total bank assets in the industrial world but, more important, something like three-quarters of all these assets were denominated in dollars.43 The ability of the United States to move this market is unequalled. By its unilateral decision, the International Banking Facilities (IBF) legislation of 1981, which allowed U.S. banks the same freedom to conduct "offshore" transactions from home, practically halted the expansion of Eurodollar assets in U.S. bank branches abroad. These assets had grown in 1980 by $126 billion. In 1982, the growth was a mere $20 billion. A 1975 decision to deregulate markets (by allowing stockbrokers to compete in their charges) made comparable changes in policy irresistible for Britain, as for Japan.
Finally, implicit in much of the evidence already cited, America continued to dominate the world's knowledge structure. Knowledge is power, and whoever is able to develop or acquire a kind of knowledge that is sought by others, and whoever can control the channels by which it is communicated The third factor is the great size, wealth, and adaptability of American universities. In Europe's political history, the university has been the traditional bastion of political dissidence and opposition. This situation has sometimes produced an arm's length attitude to both government and business, so that European universities have often been slower than their American counterparts to seize the opportunities offered by both to expand research. Gerd Junne of Amsterdam University has found that in biotechnology, as in some pharmaceutical fields, the European multinationals spent more in American universities than in the ones at home in Europe. According to Junne: "In biotechnology, more than in other new technology, European managers have located much of their research in America or pay American researchers to do research for them."46 One further factor really relates more to the dominance of the United States over access to the largest and most innovative capital markets, both at home in the United States and abroad in the so-called Euromarkets. They are able to finance new development rather more easily than even the Swiss or Japanese corporations. IBM left its competitors behind when it spent $5 billion developing the third generation of computers. New, small enterprises in Silicon Valley find it easier to find venture capital in the United States than they would in Europe.
All in all, therefore, there is little question about the combined structural power the United States derives from the security structure, the production structure, the credit (or financial) structure, and the knowledge structure.
Neither Europe nor Japan can equal the Americans' performance across all four structures. Since each of them interacts with the other three, and the European and Japanese are so far behind militarily, it seems likely that America will enjoy the power to act as hegemon for some time to come. How the power is used is a different question.
The alternative explanation
Once American predominance in structural power is conceded, we can look for other explanations of international economic disorder and the proliferation-despite all the summit conferences-of unsolved issues like that of Third World debt, volatile and unpredictable exchange rates and commodity prices, the precariousness of international banks, the multiplication of protectionist trade measures, and continued conflict over trade in agriculture and services. By all accounts, too, the Reagan administration surprised even its own delegations to the United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea when, at the very last moment, it decided to reject the draft negotiated text which had consumed so much time and diplomatic effort. This, at least, could not be attributed to the need to placate the Congress so much as to a reassessment of United States' interest in the prospects for exploiting new technology for deep-sea mining.
Cafruny's study of shipping comes to a similar conclusion, even while it notes that technical change and the shifting imperatives of the market ex-acerbate existing conflicts among domestic interests. Policy, he says, has become ever more incoherent, "ranging from ruthless anti-trust enforcement to protectionism." (The quotation is from a British trade minister.) Most industry analysts, Cafruny says, "refer to domestic politics to explain policy incoherence; indeed, most European and American officials and shipowners reject the proposition that America has a 'shipping policy.' " In the same way, the complaint that American trade policy is often contradictory, the left hand playing a protectionist card while the right hand bangs down a free trading trump, is met by the revealing assertion that America neither has nor seeks to have an "industrial policy." Americans may believe this, but no one else does. European companies, especially in high technology industries, are acutely aware of the advantages that U.S. corporations have enjoyed as a result of fat defense contracts. Government procurement for advanced technology and government protection for older industrial sectors is not irrational, though in the long run it may not be the best strategy for safeguarding national economic interests.
Besides the inconsistency of American trade policy across sectors, there is the tendency-as in monetary policy-to suddenly reverse the entire policy direction. Here, we must note that the American political system has far less built-in resistance to such political U-turns. No American president has to consider the risk of revolt in the parliamentary party and the consequent prospect of unwelcome early elections. As political scientists have observed, the very certainties of the American system may even encourage a certain cyclical repetition of policy shifts-for instance, to relieve unemployment at one stage or to check inflation at another. In Washington, there are few if any permanent senior bureaucrats, as there are in London, Paris, Bonn, or Tokyo, so firmly ensconced in positions of considerable blocking power that they provide a deterrent counterweight to political whims and fancies.
From outside the United States, it seems fairly clear to non-Americans why this sort of explanation is not very palatable to American academicsand even less so to American policymakers. It is not easy for either to admit that the conduct of American policy towards the rest of the world has been inconsistent, fickle, and unpredictable, and that United States administrations have often acted in flat contradiction to their own rhetoric. While That is why I think it legitimate to talk of the "myth" of lost hegemony. 
